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Abstract 
Leadership is an important management function helping to maximize efficiency and 
achieve organizational goals. Contemporary leadership theories concurred an organization to 
create an empowerment culture that improves the performance of workforce and leadership. 
Hence, the shortage of empirical studies impeded widespread acceptable leadership theories. 
This study conducted an empirical survey to explore a theoretical model which linked to 
various leadership types, organization cultures, employees and performance. There are 733 
valid responses from various industries. The result presented significant differences between 
the employees’ perceived leadership types, organization cultures, leadership performance 
and firm’s background. The confirmatory factor analysis to confirm and showed that the 
model with better acceptable model fitness between two proposed models (Model 1: 
Ȥ2=6062.32, df = 1028, p = .000, RMESA = 0.082; Model 2:  Ȥ2=3782.92, df = 554, p = .000, 
RMSEA = 0.089). The findings broaden the focus of organizational leadership to illustrate 
the leadership-performance linkage is nuanced than prior studies.  
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1. Literature review and hypotheses 
 Leadership is one of the key drivers of organizational performance. Leading managers 
make all the major decisions in terms of what the company’s purpose and goal is, how 
employees are compensated and treated interpersonally, what products and/or services are 
produced, who the targeted customers are, and  how the product and/or service is delivered, 
and so forth (Bass & Stogdill, 1990; Hoy & Miskel, 1991; Zhu, Chew, & Spangler, 2005). 
Therefore, it is not surprising that in the field of social science research, leadership is the 
most widely studied concept (Greenberg & Baron, 2003).  
 In a recent PsycInfo database search, the topic of leadership brought up more than 24,000 
related articles (HireLabs Ins., 2011). Of the many different theories of leadership available 
in the literature today (e.g. LPC theory, path-goal theory, normative decision theory, 
substitutes for leadership theory, etc.), no other theory has been studied more than 
transformational leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1992; Hooijberg & Petrock, 1993; Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996; Bono & Judge, 2004; Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Since the 
introduction of transformational leadership, it has been associated with multiple types of 
outcomes: perceived effectiveness of leadership (Nemanich, & Keller, 2007) predicting 
team/unit/organization performance (Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Xenikou, & 
Simosi, 2006; Schaubroeck, Lam, & Cha, 2007), followers/employees development and 
performance (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002; Spreitzer, Perttula, & Xin, 2005). 
 The theory of transformational-transactional leadership can be best explained as a 
difference in what leaders and subordinates have to offer in a work relationship. 
Transformational leaders are described as able to elicit support from subordinates by their 
character (i.e. charisma), communicate a vision that creates followers’ enthusiasm 
(inspirational motivation), encourages divergent thinking and innovativeness within the 
organization (intellectual stimulation), and provides individual encouragement and support 
through mentoring or coaching (individual consideration). In contract, transactional 
leadership is a more conventional style in which work is exchanged for resources. 
Transactional leaders influence subordinates by rewards in exchange for their efforts 
(contingent rewards), supervises workers closely and take corrective actions when required 
(management by exception - active), or passively manages employees and take measures 
when necessary (management by exception - passive) (Bono & Judge, 2004; Elkins & Keller, 
2003; Judge & Piccolo, 2004).  
 Though not as popular, but as important to mention is the very similar charismatic 
leadership. Charismatic leaders are described as having high self-confidence, visionary, 
excellent communication skills, strong conviction, extraordinary behavior, recognized 
change agent, and have a strong need for power (Ehrhart & Klein, 2001; Erez, Misangyi, 
Johnson, & LePine, 2008; Howell & Shamir, 2005).   
 For the last decade, the contemporary meaning of various leadership theories and their 
effects are re-examined (Hooper & Martin, 2008; Muenjohn & Armstrong, 2008; Srivastava, 
Bartol, & Locke, 2006; Uhl-Bien, & Marion, 2009; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007; 
Walumbwa, Wu, & Orwa, 2008). The relationship between leaderships and organizational 
culture, and their effects to personal/organizational performance were focusing evaluated 
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(Adkins & Caldwell, 2004; Blair, 2003; Cameron & Quinn, 1999; Chatman & Cha, 2003; 
Ford & Seers, 2006; Kwantes & Boglarsky, 2007; Parry, Thomson, & Sarah, 2003). Several 
specific studies investigated the moderating effect of culture with respect to leadership and 
performance. Berson & Linton (2005) examined the role of transformational and 
transactional leadership in building quality climate; they found that the impact of 
transactional leadership ceased to be significant once both leadership styles are considered 
simultaneously using structural equation modeling. A transformational leadership style was 
also found to be related to employee satisfaction. Spreitzer, et al. (2005) and Kwantes & 
Boglarsky (2007) indicated support for the moderating effect of culture values on the 
relationship between transformational leadership on leadership effectiveness. Other 
researches verified the moderating effect of employees’ self-perceived effectiveness between 
leadership styles and leadership effectiveness (Judge, Jackson, Shaw, Scott, & Rich, 2007; 
Park, Mitsuhashi, Fey, & Bjorkman, 2003; Wright, McCormick, Sherman, & McMahan, 
1999).  
 In sum, although there was much attention toward the transformational-transactional 
leaderships’ effects, other leadership’s styles are not ignorable for the real world. Thus, this 
study explored the structural model as presented in Figure 1. The specific hypotheses tested 
in this study include the following: 
 
Figure 1. Theoretical model of this study 
 Hypothesis 1: Ratings of leadership types (LT) will positively associated with (the ratings 
of) organization culture (OC). 
 Hypothesis 2: Ratings of leadership types (LT) will positively associated with employees 
(self-perceived) performance (EP). 
 Hypothesis 3: Ratings of leadership types (LT) will positively associated with 
(employees’ perceived) leadership performance (LP). 
 Hypothesis 4: Ratings of organization culture (OC) will positively associated with 
employees (self-perceived) performance (EP). 
 Hypothesis 5: Ratings of organization culture (OC) will positively associated with 
(employees’ perceived) leadership performance (LP). 
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 Hypothesis 6: Ratings of employees (self-perceived) performance (EP) will positively 
associated with (employees’ perceived) leadership performance (LP). 
2. Method 
 A questionnaire modified from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) 
(Podsakoff et al., 1996) , the organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (CAI) (Cameron 
& Quinn, 1999), employees’ self-perceived performance (Park, Mitsuhashi, Fey, & 
Bjorkman, 2003), and employees’ perceived leadership performance (Hoy & Miskel, 1991) 
with 54 questions was prepared for the questionnaire survey. All questions were rated with 
the Likert 5-point scale ranging from 1 represented “strongly disagreed” to 5 stands for 
“strongly concurred” with 3 “no comment”.  
 The measures of each constructs were summarized by an overall rating to test the 
construct’s validity and the ability to predict the overall rating from their constructed 
questions (Tseng et al, 2009). Further more, subjects were requested to select the most 
approximation of their perceived leadership types, organization culture types, and the 
leadership performance reflected by three types of effectiveness (organizational goal 
achievement, employees’ satisfaction, and the personal reputation of leader). 
 Questionnaire data were collected from 23 Taiwan medium to large private corporations 
with more than 30 employees. The programmed sampling plan includes two types of 
subjects’ characteristics (3 levels of company tenure: 2-5/6-10/over 10 years, 4 levels of job 
levels: employee/level manager/middle manager/executive) and two types of corporation’s 
characteristics (3 levels of industry categories: Manufacturing/Finance/Services, 4 levels of 
corporation’s stock status: private owned/emerging OTC (over the counter)/OTC/listing).  
 The analysis procedures mainly include the exploratory data analysis (EDA) to verify the 
data is suitable for analysis, between groups’ differences analysis with ANOVA test, linear 
regressions to explore the constructs predictability and relationship, exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) to explore the constructs’ constructed validity of the theoretical model, and 
finally, the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) procedure of Structural Equation Modeling 
analysis was used to verify the fitness of the theoretical model(Tseng and Lin, 2009). 
3. Results 
 Seven hundred thirty-three effective subjects’ responses were used for analysis. By first 
excluded outliers from the data sets. The percentage of missing values corresponding to each 
questions ranging from 1.1-8.6 %, and were all considered acceptable for further analysis. 
Then all questions’ responses were checked by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, and all 
survived the normalbility test.  
 The internal consistency of the questionnaire is checked by the reliability test of 
Cronbach alpha. Test results showed that each of the 4 constructs have high level of  
reliability with Cronbach alpha ranging 0.88-0.93, also, the overall questionnaire has high 
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level of reliability with Cronbach alpha = 0.97. After the above mentioned exploratory data 
analysis, the study group have confidence that the data set was suitable for further analysis.     
3.1 Descriptive Statistics 
 By screening out the junior employees with company tenure for less than 2 years 
intentionally (assuming not familiar well with the leadership and organization culture), the 
subjects responded to the study has quite a long company tenure than expected; about 60 % 
of them are working the same company for over 6 years, and over 35 % of the subjects could 
be considered as senior employees in their company. The job levels distribution of subjects is 
as expected, a little more than 70 % of subjects are base level employees, and less than 30 % 
of the subjects are at various levels of management. As for the industry categories attribution 
of the company, the ratio of services, manufacturing, and services is about 6:3:1, which well 
match the nowadays Taiwan industry categories’ distribution. Finally, the stock status of the 
companies involved in the study is about 6:1:3 for public listing, OTC (including emerging), 
and private owned, which is also as expected by the study.  
 There are four summarized rating for each of the constructs. Based upon the 5-point 
response scale, three constructs summarized rating, namely “leadership concurrency” (LTR 
= 3.48), “organization culture concurrency” (OCR = 3.53), and “leadership performance” 
(LPR = 3.41) are seemingly less reflected by their constructed questions; on the other hand, 
the summarized rating of “employees performance” (EPR = 3.78) is looked like over 
estimated by its constructed questions. Nevertheless, how well the construct summarized 
rating could be estimated by their constructed questions will be checked statically by the 
regression analysis. 
3.2 Between Groups Differences 
 Among the 4 constructs the study investigated, three of them (LT, OC, and LP) were 
further verified by requested subjects to select the most suitable attribute they believed their 
leaders’ leadership types, organization culture, and leadership performance were respectively. 
Furthermore, for the 4 basic subjects’ employment data, the between groups differences were 
also analyzed to the 4 constructs overall rating. The ANOVA F-test (or Non-parametric 
Kruskal-Wallis (K-W) test if the Levene variance homogeneity test was significant) of the 
significant results, and the Turkey post-hoc tests are summarized as Table 3 showing.  
 The ANOVA analysis of between groups differences from the subjects’ chosen of their 
leader’s leadership types, company or team organization culture, and the leadership 
performance, with respect to the corresponding leadership types rating (LTR), organization 
culture rating (OCR), and leadership performance rating (LPR) were all significant.  The 
“democratic” types of leadership (described as employees participation, respect majority and 
professional opinion) had the highest concurrence rating (3.83 ± 0.47) than all other 
leadership types (in one subgroup) (Npar K-WġȤ2 = 54.80, p = .000).  
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 For the employees concurrency with their company’s organization culture, the “creative” 
culture (described as creativity rewarding, risk-taking encouraging) and the “rational” culture 
(described as reasonable strategies, adjust contingently) had the same level of highest 
concurrence rating (3.76 ± 0.78 for creative culture, 3.72 ± 0.74 for rational culture), 
following by the “bureaucratic” culture (described as authorized leading, systematic 
management) with concurrency rating (3.34 ± 0.73), then, the “clan” culture (described as 
patriarch leading, descendant heritage) had the lowest concurrence rating (3.07 ± 0.78) (F = 
21.81, p = .000). 
 As for the employees rated their leader’s performance, the “employees satisfaction” and 
the “organizational goals achievement” had the same level of highest concurrence rating 
(3.75 ± 0.81 for employees satisfaction, 3.47 ± 0.78 for organizational goals achievement); 
the “leader’s personal reputation” had the lowest and “negative” concurrence rating (2.95 ± 
0.76) (Npar K-WġȤ2 = 39.93, p = .000). 
 The ANOVA analysis of between group’s differences from the subjects’ personal and 
company characteristics with respect to LTR, OCR, and LPR showed several significant 
results.  
 Considered the employees’ self-evaluation of their performance, there were significant 
differences between the company (services) tenure, employees served in the same company 
for over 10 years had highest self-evaluated performance (3.91 ± 0.67), which was 
significantly differed from the two groups with services tenure below 10 years had the same 
level of self-evaluated performance (3.75 ± 0.78 for 6-10 years, 3.68 ± 0.69 for 2-5 years) 
(Npar K-Wġ Ȥ2 = 14.63, p = .001). There were also significant differences between the job 
levels while employees self-evaluated their performance, High level executives had the 
highest self-evaluated performance (4.43 ± 0.54), which was significantly differed from the 
two groups with job levels below the level managers had the same level of self-evaluated 
performance (3.86 ± 0.69 for level managers, 3.71 ± 0.71 for front line employees) (Npar K-
WġȤ2 = 22.62, p = .000), while the middle level managers had their score crossed the highest 
and lowest groups. Finally, there were significant differences between the industry categories 
which the company belonging, manufacturing business employees had highest self-evaluated 
performance (3.92 ± 0.65), which was significantly differed from the two groups with the 
same level of self-evaluated performance (3.72 ± 0.73 for services business employees, 3.71 
± 0.72 for financial business employees) (Npar K-WġȤ2 = 11.10, p = .004). 
 While examined if there were any between group differences by the company’s stock 
status, the ANOVA results showed there were lowest rating of LTR (2.92 ± 0.83), OCR 
(2.92 ± 0.70), and LPR (3.04 ± 0.81) of the “emerging OTC” group, and the rating were 
significantly different compared with other three groups (i.e. listing, private owned, and 
OTC).  
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3.3. Constructs Predictability and Relationship 
 To explore the predictability of each constructs with respect to their composing questions, 
and the relationship between constructs of the theoretical model, a series of  stepwise 
linear regression procedures were conducted. Before the regression analysis procedures, a 
correlation analysis was first conducted to reveal the inter-correlations between the 
constructs overall rating (i.e. LTR, OCR, EPR, and LPR); the Pearson correlations results are 
presented in Table 1. 
Table 1 Correlations between the constructs. 
 Pearson Correlations (r) 
Constructs LTR OCR EPR LPR 
Leadership rating (LTR) -    
Organization culture rating 
(OCR) 
.57** -    
Employees’ performance rating 
(EPR) 
.31** .34** -   
Leadership performance rating 
(LPR) 
.61** .59** .37** -  
** p = .01 (two-tailed) 
 
 From the correlations between constructs illustrated in Table 4, we can see that the 
employees’ performance rating (EPR) had weaker relationships with other 3 constructs 
(though significant statistically); the other 3 constructs, on the other hand, had strong 
correlations between each others.  
 Since the correlations can not (and should not) reveal the casual-effect relationships, the 
regression analysis were conducted to establish the possible casual-effect relationships of 
each constructs and between them. The regressions generated following equations as: 
 
LTR = 0.33 + 0.34 (LT15) + 0.17 (LT04) + 0.12 (LT14) + 0.09 (LT06) + 0.10 (LT07) + 0.08 
(LT05) 
  Radj2 = 0.54, F = 129.50, p = .000               (1) 
 
OCR = 0.53 + 0.24 (OC06) + 0.24 (OC08) + 0.13 (OC10) + 0.11 (OC03) + 0.08 (OC04) + 
0.06 (OC05)  
  Radj2 = 0.47, F = 98.44, p = .000               (2) 
 
EPR = 1.11 + 0.39 (EP07) + 0.08 (EP10) + 0.11 (EP08) + 0.10 (EP09) + 0.08 (EP04)  
  Radj2 = 0.35, F = 70.59, p = .000               (3) 
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LPR = 0.35 + 0.35 (LP08) + 0.18 (LP11) + 0.12 (LP07) + 0.09 (LP09) + 0.09 (LP10) + 0.07 
(LP01) 
  Radj2 = 0.63, F = 190.57, p = .000                (4) 
 
LPR = 0.35 + 0.38 (LTR) + 0.33 (OCR) + 0.16 (EPR) 
  Radj2 = 0.48, F = 206.84, p = .000               (5) 
 
 The linear regression results showed that the two constructs of LTR and LPR fitted 
reasonable well for the model by their selected questions’ response, with the adjusted 
determination coefficient (Radj2) greater than 0.50 (equations (1) and (4)), while the 
constructs of OCR and EPR had insufficient variance explanation by their selected 
questions’ response  (equations (2) and (3)). The underlining meaning of those selected 
questions (regressors) will be further verified by factor analysis as following section. 
 As for the constructs relationship, we treated the leadership performance rating (LPR) as 
the dependent variable, regressed by 3 other constructs as independent variables. The 
adjusted determination coefficient (Radj2 = 0.48) also showed an insufficient variance 
explanation result. Again, the regression model did not reflect relationships between LTR, 
OCR, and EPR, and did not consider the covariance effects within the theoretical model; 
those will be tested by the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) procedure.  
3.4. Simplified Model from Factor Analysis  
 For the purpose of the construction validity test of each constructs, and model 
exploration from the empirical data, the study group conduct a series of (exploratory) factor 
analysis, with the procedures setting of main component extraction and maximum variance 
rotation method.  
 The test statistics and illustration of the components extracted for each model constructs 
are reported as Table 2. We can see that while considered independently (i.e. there were no 
covariance effects between the model constructs), each constructs of the theoretical model 
had sufficient high construction validity (KMO sampling fitness statistics ranging .87-.94) 
and high construct variance explanation (all > 50 %), but each construct could be further 
divided into 2-3 sub-constructs, The practical meaning and contributions of those 
components extracted from each independent constructs to the “covariate” theoretical model 
need to be verified and tested by the SEM procedure. 
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Table 2 Construction validity tests and components extracted of each constructs. 
Constructs Test Statistics Components Extracted  
Leadership types KMO = .94 
BartlettġȤ2 = 4506.06, p = .000 
Variance explained 54.8 % 
2 
Organization culture KMO = .87 
BartlettġȤ2 = 2675.53, p = .000 
Variance explained 64.0 % 
3 
Employees performance KMO = .90 
BartlettġȤ2 = 2631.63, p = .000 
Variance explained 60.3 % 
2 
Leadership performance KMO = .92 
BartlettġȤ2 = 4125.56, p = .000 
Variance explained 65.3 % 
2 
 
 The factor analysis has a unique property to reduce the (construct) questions, while the 4 
independent constructs contained all their construction questions, and no questions had been 
reduced by the statistical test of questions’ loading. One factor analysis which included all 
the 4 constructs’ questions was conducted to see whether any questions could be reduced 
when we treated the 4 constructs as a covariate model. The results showed that the test 
statistics (KMO = .96, BartlettġȤ2 = 16913.60, p = .000, Variance explained 59.1 %) are also 
good for factor analysis, and 12 questions could be “reduced” if the abandon factor loading 
limit was set of as .50, 7 components were extracted from the analysis, and 7 components 
were extracted from the factor analysis.  
 Since the purpose of exploratory factor analysis is to explore the possibility to reduce the 
constructs and questions, although the “simplified” model reduced 12 questions from the 
original questionnaire, but the extracted “factors” increased to 7 from the 4 constructs of the 
theoretical model, which contradicted the simplification principle. Further more, while 
examined the constructed questions of each 7 components extracted from the factor analysis, 
there were blended questions from different theoretical constructs which will complicated 
furthering analysis. Therefore, we did not investigate the practical meaning of the results of 
exploratory factor analysis. The theoretical model and the simplified model were only 
verified by the confirmatory factor analysis as following section illustrated.   
3.5. Structural Equation Modeling Analysis 
 The linear regression analysis could only treat one dependent variable (i.e. the “Results” 
construct) by several regressors, which does not reveal the complex casual-effect 
relationships within the theoretical model proposed by this study. Therefore, the proper 
analysis procedure of Structural Equation Modelling by using the LISREL 8.54 software was 
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conducted to verify the fitness of the proposed theoretical model (47 questions) and the 
simplified model (32 questions), the model fitness criteria were compared as Table 3. 
Table 3 Model fitness criteria comparison of the theoretical and simplified models. 
Categories Index 
Fitness 
Range 
Test Values 
Theoretical 
Model 
Simplified 
Model 
Absolute 
Indices  
Chi-SquarŦ/df 1-5 4.62 5.55 
Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) 
0.10-0.05 0.082 0.089 
Standardized RMR (SRMR) < 0.05 0.058 0.062 
Incremental 
Indices 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) > 0.9 0.96 0.94 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > 0.9 0.97 0.95 
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) > 0.9 0.97 0.95 
Parsimony 
Indices 
Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index 
(PGFI) 
> 0.5 0.67 0.68 
Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) > 0.5 0.91 0.88 
Critical N (CN) > 200 176.03 151.89 
 
 Table 3 showed that both of the theoretical and simplified models were not fitted well to 
the indices of Standardized RMR (SRMR) and the Critical N (CN), the simplified model was 
also not fitted with the model saturation index of Chi-Square/df. The SRMR index reflected 
there were too much measurement errors between the measured (questions) scores and their 
latent constructs. The CN fitness index reflected that the sample size (733 for the study) was 
not enough for model analysis for both models. Even though there were some unfitted 
indices, the theoretical model demonstrated a more potential model for improvement.  
4. Discussion 
 This study conducted an empirical questionnaire survey to explore the validity of a 
theoretical construct model which linking various leadership types, organization cultures, 
employees and leadership performance. 733 effective responses from different levels of 
employees/management of various industry/company were analyzed.  
 For the main purpose of this study, the theoretical model was merely supported by the 
empirical data. The model fitness test showed that there were too much measurement errors 
within the model and fall short of sample size. The large model measurement error is 
expectable by the intrinsic shortage of questionnaire to survey the complicated leadership-
performance model. But the fall short of sample size revealed that researchers should try to 
minimize their questionnaire’s questions (54 items for this study), even the research group 
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put large efforts to expand the sample size to reach about 14 times of question items (733 for 
this study).     
 The ANOVA resulted consistent significant differences between the employees’ 
perceived leadership types, organization cultures, leadership performance and selected 
respondents’ personal and company characteristics. For leadership types, the democratic 
leadership is significantly preferred than other types of leadership. For organization culture, 
the creative culture and rational culture are significantly preferred than bureaucratic and clan 
culture. As for employees’ perceived leadership performance, employees satisfaction and 
organizational goal achievement are significantly preferred than leader’s personal reputation. 
 The data reduction exploratory factor analysis generated a simplified model, then both of 
the theoretical model and simplified model were analyzed by the confirmatory factor 
analysis, the results showed that the theoretical model was better than the simplified model 
with more acceptable model fitnesVȤ GI S 50(6$ IRU
WKHRUHWLFDOPRGHOȤ GI S 506($ IRUVLPSOLILHGPRGHO
good construct reliability, but merely enough extraction of the average variances of the 
model constructs. The findings of this study broaden the focus of organizational leadership 
by illustrating that the leadership-performance linkage is more nuanced than previously 
believed. 
References 
[1] Adkins, B., and Caldwell, D. (2004). Firm or subgroup culture: where does fitting in 
matter most. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 969-978. 
[2] Bass, B. M. and Avolio, B. J. (1992). Developing Transformational Leadership: 1992 and 
Beyond. Journal of European Industrial Training, 14, no. 5, 21-27. 
[3] Bass, B. M. and Stogdill R. M. (1990). Hand book of Leadership: Theory, Research, and 
Managerial Applications. New York: The Free Press. 
[4] Bass, B. M., Avolio, B. J., Jung, D. I., Berson, Y. (2003). Predicting unit performance by 
assessing transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 
88(2), 207-218. 
[5] Berson, Y., & Linton, J. D. (2005). An examination of the relationships between 
leadership style, quality, and employee satisfaction in R&D versus administrative 
environments. R&D Management. 35(1), 51-60. 
[6] Blair, E. (2003). Culture & leadership. Professional Safety, 48(6), 18-29. 
[7] Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2004). Personality and transformational and transactional 
leadership: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology. 89, 901-910. 
[8] Cameron, K. S., & Quinn, R. E. (1999). Diagnosing and changing organizational culture: 
Based on the competing values framework. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
[9] Chatman, J. A., and Cha, S. E. (2003). Leading by leveraging culture. In Chowdhury, S. 
(Ed), Next generation business series: leadership. Financial Time-Prentice Hall Publishers. 
134  Cheng-Kang Yuan and Chuan-Yin Lee / Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 25 (2011) 123 – 136
[10] Dvir, T., Eden, D., Avolio, B. J., and Shamir, B. (2002). Impact of transformational 
leadership on follower development and performance: a field experiment. Academy of 
Management Journal. Vol. 45, No. 4, 735-744. 
[11] Ehrhart, M. G., and Klein, K. J. (2001). Predicting followers’ preferences for 
charismatic leadership: the influence of follower values and personality. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 12, 153-179. 
[12] Elkins, T., & Keller, R.T. (2003) Leadership in research and development organizations: 
a literature review and conceptual framework. The Leadership Quarterly. 14, 587–596. 
[13] Erez, A., Misangyi, V. F., Johnson, D. E., and LePine, M. A. (2008). Stirring the hearts 
of followers: charismatic leadership as the transferal of affect. Journal of Applied Psychology. 
Vol. 93, No. 3, 602-615. 
[14] Ford, L. R., and Seers, A. (2006). Relational leadership and team climates: pitting 
differentiation versus agreement. The Leadership Quarterly, 17, 258-270. 
[15] Greenberg, J., & Baron, R. A. (2008) Behavior in organizations (9th Ed.). Upper Saddle 
River NJ Prentice Hall. 
[16] HireLabs Inc. (2011). Transformational-Transactional leadership: what is it? June 8, 
2011 retrieved from www.hirelabs.com/.  
[17] Hooijberg, R., & Petrock, F. (1993). On Cultural Change: Using the Competing Values 
Framework to Help Leaders Execute a Transformational Strategy. Human Resource 
Management, 32, 29-50. 
[18] Hooper, D. T., and Martin, R. (2008). Beyond personal Leader-Member Exchange 
(LMX) quality: the effects of perceived LMX variability on employee reactions. The 
Leadership Quarterly, 19, 20-30. 
[19] Howell, J. M., and Shamir, B. (2005). The role of followers in the charismatic 
leadership process: relationships and their consequences. Academy of Management Journal. 
Vol. 30, No. 1, 96-112. 
[20] Hoy, W. K., & Miskel, C. G. (1991). Educational administration: Theory, research, and 
practice. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
[21] Judge, T. A., and Piccolo, R. F. (2004). Transformational and transactional leadership: a 
meta-analytic test of their relative validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 89, No. 5, 
755-768. 
[22] Judge, T. A., Jackson, C., Shaw, J. C., Scott, B. A., & Rich, B. L. (2007). Self-efficacy 
and work-related performance: the integral role of individual differences. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. 92, 107-127. 
[23] Kwantes, C. T. & Boglarsky, C. A. (2007). Perceptions of organizational culture, 
leadership effectiveness and personal effectiveness across six countries. Journal of 
International management, 13(2), 204-230. 
[24] Muenjohn, N., and Armstrong, A. (2008). Evaluating the structural validity of the 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), capturing the leadership factors of 
transformational-transactional leadership. Contemporary Management Research. Vol. 4, No. 
1, 3-14. 
135Cheng-Kang Yuan and Chuan-Yin Lee / Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 25 (2011) 123 – 136
[25] Muller, D., Judd, C. M., and Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2005). When moderation is mediated and 
mediation is moderated. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. Vol. 89, No. 6, 852-
863. 
[26] Nemanich, L. A., and Keller, R. T. (2007). Transformational leadership in an acquisition: 
a field study of employees. The Leadership Quarterly, 18, 49-68. 
[27] Park, H. J., Mitsuhashi, H., Fey, C. F. and Bjorkman, I. (2003). The Effect of Human 
Resource Management Practices on Japanese MNC Subsidiary Performance: A Partial 
Mediating Model. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 14:8,!1391-1406. 
[28] Parry, K. W., Thomson, P. & Sarah B. (2003). Leadership, Culture and Performance: 
The Case of the New Zealand Public Sector. Journal of Change Management, 3 (4), 376-399. 
[29] Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Bommer, W. H. (1996). Transformational leader 
behaviours and substitutes for leadership as determinants of employee satisfaction, 
commitment, trust, and organizational citizenship behaviours. Journal of Management, 22(2), 
pp. 259-298. 
[30] Schaubroeck, J., Lam, S. K., and Cha, S. E. (2007). Embracing transformational 
leadership: team values and the impact of leader behavior on team performance. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, Vol. 92, No. 4, 1021-1031. 
[31] Spreitzer, G. M., Perttula, K. H., and Xin, K. (2005). Traditionality matters: an 
examination of the effectiveness of transformational leadership in the United States and 
Taiwan. Journal of Organizational Behavior. 26, 205-227. 
[32] Srivastava, A., Bartol, K. M., and Locke, E. A. (2006). Empowering leadership in 
management teams: effects on knowledge sharing, efficacy, and performance. Academy of 
Management Journal. Vol. 49, No. 6, 1239-1251. 
[33] Tseng, M.L., Lin, Y.H., and Chiu, A.S.F. (May 2009). FAHP based study of cleaner 
production implementation in PCB manufacturing firms, Taiwan. Journal of Cleaner 
Production 17(14),1249-1256 
[34] Tseng, M.L. and Lin, YH. (2009). Application of Fuzzy DEMATEL to develop a cause 
and effect model of municipal solid waste management in Metro Manila. Environmental 
monitoring and assessment 158, 519–533  
[35] Uhl-Bien, M., and Marion, R. (2009). Complexity leadership in bureaucratic forms of 
organizing: a meso model. The Leadership Quarterly, 20:4, 631-650.  
[36] Uhl-Bien, M., Marion, R., and McKelvey, B. (2007). Complexity leadership theory: 
shifting from the industrial age to the knowledge era. The Leadership Quarterly, 20, 298-318.  
[37] Walumbwa, F. O., Wu, C., and Orwa, B. (2008). Contingent reward transactional 
leadership, work attitudes, and organizational citizenship behavior: the role of procedural 
justice climate perceptions and strength. The Leadership Quarterly, 19, 251-265. 
[38] Wright, P. M., McCormick, B., Sherman, W. S., & McMahan, G. C. (1999). The role of 
human resource practices in Petrol-chemical refinery performance. The International Journal 
of Human Resource Management, 10, 551-571. 
[39] Xenikou, A., & Simosi, M. (2006). Organizational Culture and Transformational 
Leadership as predictors of business unit performance. Journal of Managerial Psychology. 
21 (6), 566-579. 
136  Cheng-Kang Yuan and Chuan-Yin Lee / Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 25 (2011) 123 – 136
[40] Zhu, W., Chew, I., & Spangler, W. (2005). CEO transformational leadership and 
organizational outcomes: The mediating role of human-capital enhancing human resource 
management. The Leadership Quarterly. í 
